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Attentlon in crnmlnologlcaltaheory and research has recently

. shlftcd to an examunath\\of the effects of> partlcular dlctlms ln
crnmunal srtuatuons ln the present study,.llterature dlchSSIng :
® S «‘

“the effects of v;ctims was. revlewed On tHe basis of‘thls reVLew"

T - . ‘} B '!, 'f\

.:lt was. hypothesized that victim effects. Canh. range in chtenshtygfrom
o’ b ‘
actual Brecspctat;on of the offense to sihply maklng a person

i)

F3

S
Ky

conscious of a particular crlmlnal Opportunlty, increasnng the

o offender s motlvatnon or facnlatatlng the crlme ln less Ser»ous ' gf

offenses, ut |s lnkely that more subtle factors play an. |mportant G

” . % . v

- g

role in detefmnnvng the deviant. act._ ‘
e ey

The prcsent study examlned the |mpact of two' faftors of a»".

vnctlm, hus need and hns mora] behavnor, on the ]Ikellthd”Of hls

. 0. ~ ’
3 S . ® o

' beung vnctlmlzed ln an expernmental sutuatlon. Hence subJects wer& e

‘;:' glven the opportunlty to stea1 from a c0nfederate who had elther -h
R < : . T : : A
' ‘ ;dnsplayed nmmoral behavaor through stea?ung from another v.ctlm,
i or had dlsplayed mora1 behavuor through competlng honestly he o
S : e T ; o

-

e confederate s need for money was also manlpulated to examine the
: effects of thlS factor as: a juStlfiqgtfon for stealnng The general a

'Zhypotheses regardlng these two factors were that when ‘a subject ns ’i/'

L

,fa‘ed wnth an opportunlty to steal money from someone else he IS :,'ﬁ

llkely to steai from a vuctlm who dISplayed crnmrnal or ummoral

. : . - *‘

"tendencnes and who expreSSed lntt!e need for money In addltion,., s
. »I - Lt LR T ‘ . /

4

the experlment examcned the effect of the c0nfederate s behaVIor on

':fthe tendency fo#”&ubJects to steal from a’ flctltlous thlrd party

e e
I
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The results of the study support the vnew that v!ttams o}ay
an lmportant role in determnntng thenr own vuctimlzatlon. .SubJects

4 Lstole conslderably more often and more money from the confederate
\ : s/
" ' 7 . .

who H&d d|splayed lmmoral behavnor and dld mot need money from the
experlment. cheral explanations for the observed effects primarlly

based on equlty theory, were provided and the llmltatlons of tbe study
.‘were specnfled and dlscussed _— ~'t to S S _;»;_

The maJor conclusuon From the study ‘was that lncreased

- attentlon td the V|ct|m shoald be made in further research ln order
o to clartfy the nature of the relattonshlp between the vnctnm and the L
. R PR . L

Hoffender |n crlm'nal and devnant sutuatlons.‘

. '
i R : S
o
v 'a i .
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CHAPTER | . RN
¢ r

4

. THEGRETICAL D1SCUSSION

.Eeview of the Literature , : N : _ ,
a - N © ‘ [l '
Attention in crlmlnologlcal llterature has recently shlfted

. e

from its customary cmphascs on the offender to a concern with

characterlstlcs of the vtctﬂ{ whtch may have an- lmportant effect

- on hIS likelihood of belng vuctlmlied“. .As Schafer'(l968) statesi
-the goddess Justlnla probably was /
1mpartral and knew the law very well, bug
her bllndfold deprived her of- the s:ght of -
ccamplex. unteractlons, group characterlstlcs,
and social problems. The criminal-victim

relationship, like many other aspects ‘of.
7cr|me, therefore remained unknown to her.
Like”Justfnia,“sotioTogists"bve-largely remained blind to the role
:.- ) ‘\- N o . " . '. ’ oo S
whichﬂihe‘victim‘plays in causing crime.

It s the purpose of thns theS|s to revuew the Interature

concernlng character:stncs of persons Whlch may Iead to thelr belng

Y L
victimized. Several of these factors will then be examlned |n an - .

‘expertmental sntuatlon to test thenr lmpact pn devnant behavnor.”»f

Most crlmlnologocal llterature has concentrated on. character- L? L

';,.

Tre

'v_ustucs of the offender or societal keactlons to has offence in an
'hattempt to ”explaln“ devrant behavnor The VICtIm has large]y been
‘regarded as a more or less ”lnnocent bystander“ ‘Althod?h early

. o : .

’ crlmlﬁologlsts hlnted at the |mportance of the vvctlm, the fleld of

. R v:ctlmology” has not evolved from these early beglnntngs 1nto a



victim, B o

the followung manner:

—~

systematic body of literature concerning the implications of the
4 - - . - .

»

\criminal—victim.relq}ionship. As Nagel_(l963) has pointed out:

4

We' thought we were well on the road
of progress when everything regarding the
offender . . . couldebe measured, weighe
and counted, and when we c]assafled the
criminal using real-or. invented systems .
But the maif point was neglected, viz, . : - RN

. the' relatlonshups in whlch the delunquent

commits his crime. - o . @ .
. . - e N e

One such neglected relatlonship is .that between the criminal and the

-

Recent attentlon ln this. area has been in response to an

article by H.. ovon Hentug (1948) thCh hypotheSnzed that

- "...'in a sense, the vnct(m shapes and '
: molds the criminal.and hig crime and'that
the relatnonshlp between perpetrator and

" victim may be much more intricate than our
criminal law, with its rough and mechanical -
~definitions and diStinctions ‘would suggeét.

e

He explalns the relatlohshlp between the crtmlnal and hls V|ct|m in

- 30_'

Here are two_humah beings.  As soon as
they draw near to one another «v. @ wide
" ‘range of Phteractions, repd1sions as'well

- as attractions, is set in motion. -What the -

law does is watch the one- who- -acts and the" .
“one who'is acted- ‘upon.. By this external B
- criterion. a subJect and object," a erpetrator
vand a victim: are’ dastunguushed 1 socnologlcal
. and psychalogacaL,quallty the sutuatlon may be
.fcomp]etely different. "It may happen that the .
- two’ distlnct categorles merge, There are cases’

i Wthh they are reversed and in the long chaun

- of causative forces the vuctim assymes the - role

‘of a-determinant.. -] ‘maintain that many
~.crimipal’ deeds are more :ndlcattve of,a subject~ = = n
object relation ‘than of a perpetrator alone. ‘ o
‘There Is a deflnlte mutuality of some sqrt._{,.f

.In the long process leadlng gradually to: the

.’. . ] o . . - . - . ." . B ‘\ .

R 4



unlawful result, credit and debit are
not infrequently indistinguishable. ...
Often victims seem to be born. Often : ‘ 4
they are society-made. Sometimes the most .
. valuable qualities render us easy victims. ’ -

»
\t

Reckless (1961) hasyalso pointed to the impor tance of the
. v ) & .

victim and has stated that:®

nly of the perpetrator but of the relation

etween doer and sufferer, for many.victims
have a special proneness to be victimized -
and are in a sense responsible for invoking o )
crnmlnal ‘behavior.

45 Crime as-behavior is symptomatic not

In response to thi; emphasis on the victim as a'participant io.his
own.dehise, von Hentig, as.well as other%%(Mende1sohn,.1956; Barhes
ahd-Teete§s? 1959; Reckless, 1961), haye{ittempted to deveiop
typologies of"victios ‘based On.either characteristios of the vietfm

or of his behavuor in criminal sntuatlghs Research that has been
done (WOlfgang, 1958 Gubson and K]ein, 1961; Grllles, 1965 Schafer
'1965) has dealt prnmarlly with demographlc garlables (e g. sex,  ' i
race, age, socno economlc status, etc.) that can be eaSIIy obtalned )
from otfucial crime stabistics. ThIS research has also tended to

’ . o™

\concentrate on “spectacular“ crlmes 'such as)homIClde or assault

where the vnctlm s posntnon and re]atlonshtp to~the offendeg\are“

generally more obvnous The results of these studles have lent

\L)

general. support to von Hentlg s empha is on the role of the VICtlm. o

For example WOlfgang (1958) _|n reVIeW|' phjb flndlngs on the_victih-

offender relatlonshlp in homlcides, state that:.

Soaietal attltudés are generally .
. positive toward the VlCtlm and negative
. toward- the offender, 'who is often feared
~‘as a violent and” dangerous threat to. - ‘; _}‘



. .- - 4
others. However, data in the present '
study - especially that of previous
arrest record - mitigate, destroy, or
reverse these connotations of victim- : :
offender roles in-one out of every four
criminal hom|C|des

Wolfgang found that 26% of the homicide cases were in fact victim-

precipitated;-tnat is, 2Fe victim was the'ffrst'to resort to force =

or the use of a weapon." In these cases, a comparison ef demographic

data and circumstant]al aspects of "the crime,dshows the victims of

_V|ct|m-precup|tated murders to be more slmiTh} ta-fhe offenders of

non-victlm‘prec1pitated murders’, n the remaln»ng homlclde cas es .

¢
a7

(those not GictimfpreCipitated), Onlyflh.h% of the vuctnms-ﬂer
) | .o ] . . . T . ) . E) 5‘
unknown "to thé offender, leading to the'?nferénee that the Vi

N impoftant though more subtle role, |n these

could have nlayed
. , , v

cases as-well.

« ’ . ~ . | BTN
criminal offenses certain characteristics of the victim may also play

an .important role in determjning victimfzation."AsvSChafer (1968)_

points out, the effects ef'the‘yietih can range .in intensity from .
' N " R ) . N ‘ . . .

actual precipitatien,where the victiﬁ Is thegéggfessor;'to simp]yA

making a person conscaous of a partlcular crlmlnal 0pportun1ty, o
, increasrng the offender 's motlvatlon or faCIlltatlng the crlme.f.ln
less ser30us offenses, then, a personal relatuonshlp between vuctlm

'uand_offender‘ts not necessary.' As Wolfgang (1958) po:nts out.-.,"
In most crimes the personal relation-‘ g -
'shup between victim and offender plays a
“less-significant role than in homicide.,
In other.offenses, external precipitating
factors, that -operate upon -the motivation -
of an offender do not requlre a hlghly
personallzed vuctlm. :

¥



-However, WOlfgang.tends to overlook the Iess obvious role a yfctim.
may piay.fn crimes other ‘than homicide' Assumlng dlfferences in
.lntenS|ty of vnctnm effects, it is probable that - m%re subtle factors
of the victim play -an equally,‘lf not more im;o:t;nt role, in"

'determ:qrng probablllty of vpct|m|zat|on

.'n_ - :
Discussion on the-Proposed Study

On the basis of.these inferences from the literatore_on,:n'
victimoloéy,'a stpdy was designed relatfngycharacter?Sti e 6% a victim
_ to tthe probability of being "robbed'" in. an experimental'§§tuation. In
this case, the experimental settlng was chosen because |t.perm|tted
the manupulatlon of more subtle victim characterlstlcs. Two charactere'
istics of a victiim were chosen_for manlpulatJonmtn-thls stddy:
(l) the victim's own moral behavior and- (2)'the victim's need for
money. The general hypotheses regardlng ‘these two factors were that.
when a SubJeCt is faced wuth an opportunnty to'steal money . from ,,‘
'”someone else, he is more Iikely to steal from a vnctrm who dlSp]ayS'
‘criminal or rmmoral‘teé%gnc1esand4who egpresses~}|ttle‘need_for .
emoney.than Tromfsomeone'who'fs moralxandineeds-mohey..- il
Vlctlm 3 moral‘behavnor and hls need for money were selected
prumaruly on the basus of thelr Iogucal relationship to theft. ln‘
‘terms of moral behavuor, the argument is that a victlm who treats'

"'others uneth4cally deserves to he treated that way hlmself Thrs"v.'

basncally reflects the eye for an eye” phllosophy wh:ch ts

L predomtnant in equnty research (Walster, Bersheid and Walster 1973)

u‘_jand exchange theory (Homans, 1962) Accordlng to. equrty theory,



t

act whlch :nJures another is not unJust lf tndeed the usctlm »
deserves to be harmed. AIOng ‘these llnes, studles on rape (Jones and..
ArOnson 1973) and trafflc accudent VlCtlmS (Landy and Aronson, 1969)
have shown that hypothetlcal Jurors tend to recommend less severe
sentences for offenders if the vlctlm was dlsreputable or lmmdral
.Wolfgang s research (1958) also lends support to the possnble effect
.of the vnctlm 5 moral behavnor, especually regard:ng the cases of |
v:ctlm-prec:pltated homicide. He found' that 62% of the vnctlms in
these cases had a preunous record of offenses agalnst -the person

'A(i.e:, assault) L hlg early dlscussnon of the role of the victim, h.‘:

‘von Hentng (1948) suggests that the moral behavnor of the V|ct|m acts .

- B
o

as a ratlonallzatnon and consequently overthrows the 4nhlblt|ons‘;
of the offgnder. He_contends that: - .

- A philasophy of 'he asked for it' or
- 'it serves him right' comes. into play.

- The moral inferiordty of the victim bestows
‘not only practical but moral immunity, .
especially when the victim is well Yo do,
and the offender hard up A

©

vAlong these llnes, Sykes and Matza (1957) have dlscussed the |mportance_ :
of. neutralnznng sentlments as preparatory to commctlng a crlme. They

argue that such neutrallZlng senttments or rationallzatuons not only;?j_

»

7protect the |nd|vndual from se]f blame and the blame of others aftdr‘pfg

R

q

" the act but also precede the’ dev:ant behav10r and in fact make the AR
deviant behavlor possible.. . . L

-ln the present.study, alsftuation'was establisheden”Wthh‘fx

the subJect observed a confederate who elther stole or dud not steal".'f*f’"

t'i’from a frctltlous th;rd party. lt was expected that tH% confederatet”’

-:‘b' . ":. \‘\



who stolefwould’be regarded’'as dishonest and consequently, stealing\
from_hlm‘would beljustlflable'to re-establlsh equlty in the -
sltuationf' | | | | H
| ‘ 'In the case of the vlctlm's need the basus for the hypothe-’
- S|;ed relattonshlp can also be found in. EQU|ty theory ‘This reflects
.« What Smigel” and Ross (l970) have termed the ”Robnn Hoodcmythﬁ.
Specnflcally,‘lt is consndered less reprehensuble to some extent to
steal from a VICtIm who has larger assets than the crlmlnal Smlgel
(l970) has |nvest|gated reasons for theft from large busoness fsrms‘
" and has found that 68% of those caught stealnng ratlonallzed that the:«
organizatlon could easuly afford the loss and consequently, stealtng ‘
.

from them was to. some extent Justlflable. In the same study, Smlgel :

also found that 8% rationallzed that the organlzatlon was ruthless

~ and cheated.others and consequently deserved‘to be robbed.‘ As pornted ;.f

out earller, von Hentng ‘has suggested that these same two factors are
of fmnortance in the selectlon of 1nd|V|duel vuctlms as wellll |
The present study takes lnto account the conf@derate 5 needl_f”
for money to. deterlne what effect thlS factor may have on stealjndr
The confederate whollndlcates Jat. the beglnnlng of the experlment 1lﬁ-.'
that he needs money and'then goes on to steal from the th|rd subJectvo'” ‘
wnll make a’ dlfferent lmpresslonrthan the confederate who says he l
does not nEed money but who also steals ln the former case,lltll"
SR was expected that the confederate s need would be.considered as a Q'i};i?:

legltnmate motnve for steallgg gnd c0nsequently, steallng from hlm ;zl“fjﬂ7

.l would not be as llkely When the confederate does not need money,‘

hqs theft would be consadered purposeless and |ntended only to hirt




"lhones,

'[“fcost since hlS need for mOney is much Iess.

'”“f;but honest model v:»f;ﬁf:f.ﬂff o

his victim. It was’ expected ‘that subJects wou}d steal froq thls
‘confederate in order to reta:n equrty in the sntuation.
Because of the,. nature of the experament, it was expected
that the confederate ] behavnor,ﬂenther honest orbdlshonest would
have a modelllng effect on the subJect S own behavuor; Observnng the N
- confederate's. devrant behavnor should Iower the subJect s lnhlblthnS
'ahout perform:ng snmalar devuant acts, ln this case, steallng. Thls o
:preduct»on is suggested by Bandura and Walters: (1963) dusou5510n of
the effect of modelllng o devrant responses. We also expected that.
;an honest confederate should |nh|b|t the subJect s steallng behavlor E
'There are countleSS examples of models faculltating prosocual | .;E}
, behavlors, such as guv;ng help to others:(Krebs 1970) There are
lto.our knowledge however, no studles of an honest mode] deterrlng
; }theft. ln the present study we expect thIS lnhlbntory effect of the \‘-:j;
'-honest model to be greatest when he states that he really needs - :‘f;d /ah
‘money and yet Vts able. to, restst the temptatlon to steal a@U manages

4

-~ 'to wanlanyway;~ Slnce the confederate does wan, the Impressnon the] L

subjeCt 'hould recenva is one of vartue trlumphlng over the temptatnon }'“

"qu wfn iinshonestly.j We would eXpect that the subJect who observeh an

confederate who nevertheless’badly needs the money to

v“--iexpfrnence greater feellngs of gunlt when he |s put ln the posntlon

9:of havnng\to steal than 1s the case’ for the subJect who observes an

e

'hhonest confederate who does not need the money. ln the Iatter condltion

o the confederate 5 honesty entalls less of a potent:al sacrif:ce or

f;Af.a conseqmence, the’?fﬁi

fE;{ moral credrblllty of thns modei should be less than that of._h- ‘eédvf




on

. jn-orderito attemptuto Separate.outvand control for. the

, pdssihle modelling'effect the experlment was des»gned so that only
: half of the SUbJeCtS were able ‘to’ compete agalnst “and steal From
Aithe confederate whose,mora1-behav|or and need‘for money,had*been

l“'observed in the flrst phase of the- expercment. The other half of

"’ -the SUbJeCtS competed aga«nst and°could steal from the fuctltlous

- th:rd-subJect Slnce the subJect has no Informatlon d& whuch to :

' :fxbase a Judgment of the flCtlthUS thlrd subJect lt-was expected

'fthat stealnng from hum would more clearly represent the modellnng
glmpact of the confederate 5. behavuor.‘ ln this case, the subJect not
'only is. provlded w:th a. devuant model.but also‘w1th a convenlent i
i.ratuonale for steallng; .e., need for money On the other hand
‘.nstealnng from the confederate shouid reflect a Judgment of the
ffconfederate and an attempt on the part of the subJect to retaun d}»::
'Lequlty in the sntuatlon., - | : ' B
-:f;;protheses ,?‘ |

A summary of the condutlons and thelr hypotheSIzed effect on"

’ ;#}itheft ,5 shown in Tab]e l.. The conditlon ln whlch the subject can

-f11;5h0u1d evoke the greatest amount of stealing. The reason for this :in‘f;h”




’5;{self The reason for rankcng these two conditlons thishwaytism'

. TABLE 1" _1_'3
SUMMARY or CONDITIONS AND

_ HYPOTHESIZED RELATIONSHIPS

e o ';.‘v':'ﬁ : ;““f_S!S_Potential-Victim;'- R 270]'

- fConfederate" ‘h. L Thlrd Person <

: Confederate s~ Honest t-‘ Dishonest Honest ' '.DlshoneStf_ _
Ratvonale I Confederate bconfederatege_Confederate* ‘Confedefate-"

. T - =TT
[ . - ' ¢

NoNeed. . s o BT Tl ey '
Lo ‘.Q?{f".,'~' . " K L Lo
CERE .- I B A
Sl= condltlon yleldang the greatest Ilkellhood of theft
fbav% condltion yneld!ng the least llkeluhood of theft
Sngects who can steal from a dlsﬁpnest confederate who |s
bneedy should show the second greatest amount of theft.” Following
,::closely behlnd |s the condltlon in: whlch SUbJeCtS have observed a- - .

. (R
'.'needy and dlshonest confederate but are permatted to steal from the L

‘}gconfederate s prevnous vnctlm rather than from the confederate hlm-:f""'

n:f;n.ndlvndual has been prevnously vnctimnzed 'hould |nhibft“to some_

;}:5éxtent further exblo:tataon,e As;"result, sqb;ects who compete

“confederate should steal more be ause




L. »

*

]

R 1
he has woh before ,and would not suffer: as much from an. equity stand-
o Sy T o >

point as_wduid thefthird squeCt'who,was,victimized.a second time.

.Ranked fourth ls the condition in‘Which sobjectsfcan steal

e

'from the thlrd subJect after observ;ng a non needy dnshonest model

The basus for rankung thss c0nd|tton Iower than the one 1n whlch the

:thlrd subJect Is the potentlal Vlctlm and a needy dlshonest model .

‘has been observed 's that the model in thls latter condltlon provades
' 1

~an excuse for steallng whnch IS not provnded by the non needy devnant;

model - On the other hand, the fact that the confederate has provnded;

-ia devlant/model should elcc;t more theft dnrected toward the thtrd

"subJect than would be the cése lf an honest model has been obServed

we now turn to the cond:tlons nn which the subJect IS exposed -

“to an honest model The outcomes of these condltsons are more

n5dtff|cult to predlct snnce there |s no clear explanatlon for pred;ct-‘;

'”lr.|ng d:fferent rates of steallng in reSpOﬂSe t° an’ hO"GSt model In.

'Steallng in the dashonest condrtions, rn the honest c0ndit|ons, the Iy

:'Effconfederate S need should inhlbct theft”’”'

ithe prevnous condrtlons where subJects see the deViant confederate, .

';.the modelllng effect of hlS stealang is the most |mportant factor.jk

Where the. confederate s need can be used by subJects as an excuse for‘ifpf=

&

The follOWlng is a tentatlvejﬁxp1anat|on of how SUbJeCtS




therefore thé least anount of stcalrng is expected from him: rather

'than from the confcderate humse]f s o | :. | f SF'.,~',/ N
The condltlons ranked f:fth and suxth would be as. follows.:

In both_ condltlons the subJect |s exposed lo an honedt model wrth no.

“need for money. The confederate has every reason to be honest sunce

)

s

lhe;has no need for the‘money._ In thls case, then' more steallng would
."be ewpected from.the confederate hlmself sunce he- has already won ‘once
‘and does not need the noney Thts condutlon would c0n5equently be
nranked flfth wnth slxth ranklng gnven to the cond!tlon where the
’:thlrd subJect is the potentlal vuctlm.' .‘ L

The hypotheses dealung wrth the condltlon ﬁiﬁgyhlch the thard

SUbJth is the vuctlm are of necessnty sonewhat tenuous The:-“

’predsctnons of stealnng from the confederate hlmself fol]ow fanrly
,ldlrectly from the preVIous theoretlcal dlscussvon. Condutlons f1 A

rnvolvnng the‘thlrd subJect. however were added prlmarlly as a’

ﬁ .bas's for examnnnng the modelllng effect of the confederate s '1uqd

) Cot

'devnance and therefore, the theoretlcal rataonale d0es not form s

:-as sound a basis for predvctlng stealrng |n these condltlons.

v




CHAPTER If . . =
" THE . EXPERIMENT.

~ Method e O .,// T

‘@ .

. Subjects ln order to exanlne ‘the hypotheses outlrned above
"a2x2x2 factornal df‘rgn was proposed Twelve sub)ects were
;_assagned to each of eight condatlons hatf of the subJects in each
condltlon were males, the other half females Al subJectsvwere
volunteers gho were. recruited from tntroductory Socuology courses
"w»th the prom'se-of maklng~money. They were told that they could A »
expect to make from $2 00 to SQ 00’ for takang part At the end of .i_hdt '
. the exper:ment, all subJects were pald $3 00 pIus any amount they | i. . \%:.
jrhad won durlng the experlment. o
' A total of ll8 subJeCts took part |n the expernment Of these,_
| »:the resu]ts from 96 of the subJects were included in the ﬁtudy 0
ibthe basus of each subJect S: responses on a mannpulatlon check :
fhduestsonnanre as well as comments made durlng a debrleflng lntervtew,
::tithe rematnder (22) of the subJects were ellmnnated from: the study.;fh
A{vThe follow:ng crlterna‘were used as a basns for elnmanation.y,*'
hﬁ?](a) fallure to belreve that the other two subJects were actually M,Jsj'

[7fipresent (4) (b) suspncnon that the confederate was, in fact, a

j{jconfederate tn the experlment (3 (C) faulure t° “°t'°e the

R
._’ ~

i The numbers in brackets |nd1cate the'number of subJects el;mlnated e
for each of the crlterla.t,-,,-“.;. : R TR T R R A




1

: manlpulation of the independent varlables specifically whether or
not the confederat% needed money and whether or not he exhvblted
;mmoral behaVIor (4); (d) suspucnon of ‘the actual purpose of the

?xperlment (6); (e) failure.to understand hOw stealing was possible

[l

(h) (). personal acqualntance with the confederate ). 1t ist

/l
R

A

ff lnterestung to note that more males were ellmlnated on ‘the basis Of

S Z_SUSPICiOﬂ. It was evudent that males\were~reluctant‘to admlt to the

~

female experlmenter that they had been decenved by the’ procedure of

p
N

the expernment Generally, more females were ellmlnated because they

dcd not notlce the manlpulatnon of the nndependent varlables or did -
. : Lol

not understand how stealnng was possuble
The confederate employed in the experlment was. a male resembl—,
ing'an average un1versrty student. Slnce his appearance‘dld not dlffer
h slgnlficantly from the average student who volunteered for the.l

L experlment. most subJects accepted hlm as another subJect and dld

- not suspect hlm of bejng a confederate

13
.

'5'Apparatus. The ewperlment was.set up as a competltlve task
nnvolV|ng button pre55|ng.: Suhjects were told that they would recelve"
-fmoney lf they won thelr competntcon 'galnst one of‘the other:two. L:-ef
subJects taklng part in the expernment (elther.the confederate ora
l;-’the alternate vrctlm) A specually dev1éed panel was used for theyl"
}l button pressnng.task iThls panel wa equupped wnth a button whlch
the subJects were |nstrUCted to pres as many tnmes -as poss:ble.n'lhelf

more often the button was pressed Te hlgher would be the subJect s

cumulatnve scgtp e The panel was eqU'PPed wath two cumulaflve counters,thfl:




‘*'4tapes in thns case was the necessnty of ensurang that the subJects .

;o o | 3 15
one for'the’subjethand_one for his-opponent,'so-that.the subject
was aware'of both.hls.own and hls opponent's'score,\'Each count on.
‘the~cumulatlye counters represented one cent. ‘Stealing from ap
.~Opponent could/he achieved in the folloWing manner: the'panellused.
for the button. presslng task was. equlpped wnth a switch labelled"

”Work Alone“_vs. ”TakéJOther s Money” CIf the sw:tch was fltpped to -

the “Ta&elOther 's Money” posltlon, all the opponent ; ponnts were

1

- diverted to the subject s own cumulatlve score. ~S|nce each.ponnt

.

represented one_cent, flcpp:ng the sw1tch in effect resulted ln the

N

'theft of mOney from. the oppbnent Flnally, the panel was connected
- to recordnng equupment so that the number of pounts stolen as well oy
.as when the séballng occurred were recorded automatlcally."v

A series of eight V|deotapes were prepared for mantpulatrng
the independent varlables.. Vudeo-tapes were employed as opposed to

using a'“livel confederate in order to ellmunate several of the

’

.problems of u51ng ‘a’ ”ltve” confederate. Asnde from the snmpllfications

.‘dun the procedure and schedullng thCh vndeo-tapes offer, their: use

Ta

also ensures standardrzatnon of the confederate s behavuor through L

'ellmlnatlng problems arnsnng from dlrect lnteractron between subJect :

‘-_and confederate.<§{he maJor pnbh]em\unvolved wnth the use of vndeo-

'ibelleVed that the confederate was actually another subJect and that .°=,-:

..*he was present in another room at the ttme of the expernment.';Fort.;i-'w

’"thls reason, the subJects were glven a flCtlthUS purpose for watchlngf.7; '
". e : o

'»fthe confederate on the televis:on monitor.¢ They were told that

'.ibecause three subJects would be taklng part ln the experlment at the~
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: . : ' ’ _
same time, television monitors had been set Up so that' the experiment-.
er would only have to give the complete set of ‘instructions for the’

task to one of the subJects whlle the others watched on the televnsuon

i

monltors The subJects were told that thts would save time ?or the

experlmenter and ensure that each subject received the same instructtons
. § .

for the task. Also specua] attempts were made both on the video-

. . \
_ tapes and during the experiment to ensure contlnutty between the,xTHeo-

taped and the ”ltve“‘portlons of the expegiment. ‘To test_the'beiiev-,

ability of-the vadeo~tape5' the experiment was pretested ‘on. twelve

o
13 «

subjects. Several mod»ftcatnons both in the scrlpt and the procedure

of the experlment were made to ensure that the subjects would accept

the ehtire format of the expernment particularly_the presence of the

.
S

confederate and the second victim,

Two qdestiOnnaires were also used<in'the experiment. At the
Dy

begnnnlng of the exper:ment, each subJect wq\\glven a self~es éem
‘quest:onnanre prumarlly to dlsgulse the actual purpose of the experi-
fvment} The second questnonnalre was. admlnlstered at the ‘end of the.

: expernment and was des:gned as a check on the ma;apulatnon of/the

-

lndependent varlables SubJects were asked to respond to questlons

L |nd1catlng whether or not they had stolen from thelr opponenf thelr‘

-

»»hoplnnons of both the confederate and the second VIctlm, possnble )

* reasons for theur stealsng or not steallng, as well as thelr personal

flnanCIal posntlon. Questlons were also |ncluded whlch were desugned

R4 _,5’_4

f to. check the subJect s attentcveness to the vudeo tapes to ensure-

that each subJect was-aware of both the confederate s need and whetheth;'H

_(_) . e ! [s18 X »v
C _ AU IS

o L



l . . \17
or not he displayed immoral behavior, “A copy of this questionnaire

is included in Appendix A.

Procedure:' Al subjects were told that they were to take
pert in an‘experimeht cohcerhing competitive behavior and were led to
believe thet three subJects were taking part in.the expériment eththe
same_tihe. In actuality, only one subject was present, The Seeond
subject was completely fictitious and the third subject seen on.:
-video-tape washthe confeaerafe. , |

The;subject Qas'tekeh to a seoara}e rooﬁ equipped hith a
te]evision monitor and button.pressihg'maehine.’ The subject was
Sy _ S

’given the self—esteem questionnaire~to complete'and told that each

-

) of the three subJects had been: placedﬂln separate rooms to avoid
'dlhect nnteraction between them The fol!ow:ng tnsefuctlone were
then glven to each subJect° ‘:_'f ‘ - ——
In. thts experiment, we are concemed mth people s behavzor
in dszérent types of sttuatzons - in this case, zt 8 a competztzve._
131tuatzon.b Three of you, we’ZZ caZZ you Subaect 1, Subgect 2 an
: ;Subgect 3 have been randomly chosen to compete in thts expertme
and have been randomly. asszgned to - three sepamte rooms. - We want
to avozd any dirdet tnteractzon -Between you 80" we 've put you each
.1,n separ'ate rooms. You mZ/?» dﬁed SubJect 1. | AZso on the: baSte-
‘.1_oj‘ random seZectwn, the foZZomng order of competztwns has been |
vset up. Fzrst Subgect 2. mll compete aga—z,nst Sub,yect 3.. In order A
"to cut down 'on thﬁumber of subgects needed ~one of them mZZ be
.hrandomly.selected ﬁo compete twtce. You'ZZ fend out af%er the firstv
: _._'.competztwn whach szibgect you’ ZZ be c_onrpetzng aga_znst. : )

..a¢§ s
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‘This- section of the instructions was designed to provide a rationale
Y L4 : . ’

4

for the experiment and to explain the format for the competitions.

. The subject was told he would compete'against.either‘the‘confederate

or the second victim on the basis ®f randam select{dnso that he
would not be susplcious of- the actual purpose of the experiﬁent._ In

| actuallty, half of the subJects codDEted agalnst the confederate -

while the other half competed agalnst the flctltious thlrd lndlvudualti

‘ SubJects‘were not told which subJect‘they would compete against until’

after.the first competition'between the confederate:end the_thirdl
. person. - | -
| - The next section of_the instructions read to the suhjectlnas‘
"as‘follows* R |

Befbre we- get started I'd like to ask each of you a fbw

questionst ij’ﬁ 1nterested in people’s reasons fbr~szgntng up fbr :

these experzments, why some peopZe 8ign up. whzle others don't. Did
L S
youkgnaw you wouZd be. pazd fbr taktng part in thzs expertment7
N :
What were your reasons fbr szgnt g up7 ces Ybu have a chance to

make some money on the competttzve task4 Do you_need-the money?

A ThlS sectnon of the lnstructuons was included prlmarliy as ~a means

for manlpulatlng the: flnanC|al need of the confederate ) When the

t ' K
~.full |nstructlons were glven to the confederate on the vudeo-tapes

.
r .

the experlmenter asked the same questtons to hlm and ln thlS way,
Kthe subﬁect was made aware of the confederate s need for money. e

ln the flnal sect:on of the lnstruct:ons, the experimenter

S

- explalned the purpose of the televlsuon monltor. These |nstruct|ons_

. s
;were as. fbllows B T QV.W .

&

Y
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o In ordef to oabe time and to saqve me from hdving'to.repeot
(¢hé instructions for the competitive task three timesA‘we’ve set
up these teZevzszon monztors \’ two of the roomg. Two of you will ‘
be able to watch me gzve the full znstruetmons to ‘the hzrd subgect
in this case, Subgect 3, by meanSJof the televtszon monitor. . Yogf |
Lnstructzons are exactly the same as those fbr SubJeot 3 so pZease
:lesten earefully Subgect 3 cs not aware that he is bezng televzsed

@

"Plebse don’t be worried - there's no hcdden televzston equzpment 1n
this room - we are not cnterested in watchcng your behavior. ,‘Yoy
will be abZe to see Subgect 3 compete agatnst Subgect 2 in the fbrst
;competztzon but the camera szZ be turned off befbre you compete

| The procedure shouZd be compZeteZy clear to you by then 80 there' s
-'no need fbr you to watch any Zonger.” PZease Zzsten carefhlly 8o you;il‘

know when zt‘s your turn to compete aﬁd whcch Subgeét you 're compettng

: agatnst R

The experfnentet.then'turned,onithetteleyis§0n monitor'and_teftftheﬁ‘
room quposediy.to go toAgjeeﬁthe;cohpl%feainstrqctionsito'Subjé§t_3yh
.theaconfederate | | - E | | |

| The subJect recelved the complete |nstrdctions for the button

o -
' pre55|ng task and the mechanlsm for steallng p0|nts by means of the

L vndeo tapes. 0n the video tapes the experlmenter explalned to the ,

:confederate how thé panel worked Spec1f|ca‘ly, that the subJect hadv;7:'
@L'to press the button oh the panel to make ponnts and that his pounts .

' . '
:as well as hls opponent's would appear on the respectlve cumulatlve-»-

R counters. He was told that each ponnt corresponded to one cent and '
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that in ordéer to receive‘the'money on his'COUnter, he w0uld have to
win hlS competition. The loser wouap recelve‘nothing. The confed- '
erate then |nterrupted the expertmenter to ask the purpOSe of the other
Swntch.on the panel. Iln order to.- reduce demand characternstlcs, the‘.-
“/ experlmenter gave a flctltlous purpose for the swntch, specaflcally,
A that it was belng used for another experlment on: cooperatuon but o
‘darefully explalned what the result would be |f the switch, was fllpped
to the “Take Other s Money” posctlon. In thls way the subJect was

made aware of the opportunlty to stealbpo:nts from his opponent but‘

. ‘

steallng was hot . made normattve in the s:tuatlon. Demand character-_
. nsths were also reduced by gnvung these instructlons 1n thls manner_‘
B . to- the confederate via the V|deo tapes rather than personally to the

~ .

real’ subJect.

Condrttons ;
All manlpulatlons of the lndependent varlables were dOne.Vla -
the vndeo tapes.‘ As prevuously dlscussed the confederate s need
for money was manlpulated through hls responses to the experamenter s.d
questnons about hls reasons for volunteerlng for the expernment..'fworf. i
jneed condrtlons;vneed and. no need .were establlshed ln the no. need |
'f..condutlon,'the confederate commented that he dld not know he would
be Pald for the expernment and that he had volunteered for the’:ii'l.:,?>7'
| i experlment only on the basas of cur105|ty. He stated that he had no
»f&ﬁ need for the money from the experlment ln the need coddnt!on,dthedf"‘: )
ﬂ-confederate agarn commented that he did not know he would be paud but.

e was pJeased to flnd thIS out sance he needed the money.v~ad17’



iil_selected to compete agaln thls tlme agalnst SubJect

2
. 9~.1The confederatefs-moralbbehavior was‘operationalfced in the
folléwing manner " As stated lnbthe lnstructions to the subJect,_each
subJect had the opportun]ty to watch the confederate compete on the
flrst Competlt!Ve task agaunst the thlrd SUbJeCt Durlng the course =
»v:of his Competltton agaonst the’ thlrd person,; the confederate etther
.c0mpeted honestly and.drd,not‘steal~p0|nts from.hts_opponent or was
dlshonest and fllpped the swntch to steal poTnts._ ance each pofnt E

.- .

»corresponded to one cent the confederate was actually taking m0ney
‘from hfm. In this manner, two. condntlons, moral confederate and
_vlmmoral confederate were establlshed ln all condltlons, theﬁf:
:_confederate WOoh has ftrst cbmpetntlon agalnst hls opponent regardless"
of whether or not he stole p0|nts Durlng thlS flrst competltnon in
'hthe “1mmoral” treatment the vudeo tape clearly showed ‘the confederatef.w -
usuna the ”Take Money“ swutch and the ponnts being transferred to hls“ofp
counter. S | | | | | R
The thlrd varaable whlch person the subJect competed agarnst, [:;
V'"was mannpulated by tellnng the subject that on a random basis, he
“‘would be competlng agaunst‘elther the confederate or the thlrd party
Coow Sl
B Thus, on vndeo-tapes, at, the end of the confederate s fnrst competltcon,te
_the experlmenter remarked that the eonfederate had won htsfcompetltionr =
‘ialn half the cases where the SUbJeCt was to‘compete agalnst the -

.z,confederate, the confederate was then to]ﬂ that he had been Fandomly ;;%e;

fh ln these L

jcaSes,l heny» the confederate became the potential victim for the _;g e

k ‘real subJect In the remaunder of the cases where the subJect was _;{fff

X 1‘;to compete agalnst the third party, the confederate Was tofd'ehat
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SubJétt 2 who had lost agannst the confederate, had been randomly
selected to compete aga|n, but thls ttme against SubJect l. The

confederate was - then glven the post experlment questionnalre to :
!

.‘compete and the, tape ended ln,these cases SubJect 2 became th

v real subJect 5 potential v;ctnm e ' j - . " .

M

ln all condltnons, each subJect ﬁllled out the self esteem

"questnonnaure was glven the tnstructlons for the experlment watched'

o .

'&he video~ taped portuon of the experlment then competed agalnst

elther the confederate or the th|rd party The opponent s behavior

_-on the button pressung task agajnst the real subJect ‘was sxmulated by

g'an electromechanlcal devlce and was f:xed so that the real subJect

L vartables.f-~& el

'dﬂﬁthe gundel:nes:set by Aronson “and.

Vdependent vartabie, namely, the probablllty of steallng

) thlS qUestnOnnalre was desngned primarify to check thf

'°was des;gned to determune'whether subJects were suspicnous o_ the

/-

'could not WIn and consequently would not receuve any money unless

v

l_he stole ponnts from his opponent It was felt that prov1d|ng a

strong uncentlve to take potnts would ensure more varlatlon In the ‘

,{:'Manupulatndn Checks and Debr:efing

j After cqmpethng, each subJect Was glven the post experiment

}f'fquest'onnalre to complete As dsscussed |n the “Apparatus" section,. i

subject sf:_”:

'ﬁattentlveness and responses to the manlpulation offthe |ndependent Z‘J.;;r

‘Manch subJect was th’ ven a deb eflng intervuew based on3

arismrth;11968):,

SECondly, 1t was !mpdrtant toibe“




;.certann that SUbJG&tS belleved that the confederate and the second
vuctlm were present at the time and that they were not §usp1cnous

‘f Qf(the yﬁdeo—tapes or “the COnfederate's’behavlor.i Thlrdly, because

deception Wag.invo1ved it was |mportant to fully expla|n the purpose_’m

" of the expernment ‘and the need for decept|0n technlques..



- CHAPTER 11] -
' RESULTS OF THE EXPERIMENT - =
\\. e ‘ - . . : N

. hethods‘of‘Analysls _f "

' ",/. Two types of statlstlcal procedures were used to analyze the

‘-results obtalned Chl square was used on the nomlnal level varlables

. Spec1f|cally to ascertaln the effects of the |ndependent variables on

"fthe dependent varlable Qf whether or not subJects stole from thelr S
opponent.- An analysls of varuance was applued to the lnterval-v

A

;scaled. dependent varlable 'the amount of money stolen, as’ well as

'.'._the subJects ratlngs of the confederate and the thlrd‘person as

7_@'reported in the mannpulatlon check questlonnatre.z‘ The SubJect s
‘_expressed need for money was used as. a covarlate 1n an attempt to
“ﬂvdetermlne what effect |f any, thus va/}able may have had on the '-ff e

_ amount of’ money stolen

© Resilts

Mannpulatnon Checks. SUbJeCtS were asked to rate the honesty fﬁf'

!

:‘hf and Falrness of both the confederate and the other subJeca f

The analysls of varlance test is a falrly robust method of analysis
and technlcally ‘the data- should have Been- adJusted o account for the
skewed, dlstrlbutton of 'esults that was. “obtained, However, fbr the
purposes of ‘this thesis; it was: agreed:that thls adJustmént was .
Unnecessapy; " . [
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signiflcantlypmore'honest (; = b, 63) than SUbJeCtS exposed to a (
dishonest'confederate (§ = 3, 2]) Slml]arly, the moral behavuor

1of the confederate sngnlficantly lnfluenced ratings .of’ falrness
(F 26 27 df = 1/88 ;)<f 001) w1th the confederate in the honest
:condltlon Judged as more falr (x = 3 13)3 than the confederate ln

_ the1dlshonest.condltlon'(x =_h;5§);,,>, . f}~ : - v» 53“
o Confederate's moral.hehavior also”fnfldenced'ratfngs.ofrthe

R o
‘.other subJect's honesty (F = IO 98 df = 1/88, p <f Ol) The‘other

subJect was. rated as slgnlflcantly more hones?~(x = 3 65) when the. :

-

'::_confederate was dnshonest as opposed to when the confederate was
ihonest (x ; 2 96) lt appears that a contrast phenomenon was :.
| ,operatnng ntth the other subJect belng regarded as more honest Qhen:
’:he had been v:ctlmrzed by the dlshonest confederate ln contrast;
the other subJect lS percelved as Iess honest ln comparison to a
v.confedenate who does not steal No other main effects Were sngnlfi~‘
'”fﬂ‘cant for ratvngs of the c0nfederate.e4“ . Ty o ‘
The type of Opponent and need both signafncantly affected
ﬂ“'EJudgments of the other subJect s falrness Thus,bsubJects who ~[jnf

"competed agaanst the other subJecq rated hlm as more fatr (x = 3 08)

ldfi-than d|d th05e subJects who competed agalnst Lhe confederate (x = 3 56)

% .

| i;(F = 5 45 df = 1/88, P <: 05) Flnally, subJects who_observed a"figfan;

' needy” confederate regarded the other subJect as sngnaflcantly more‘

e fefanr (x 3 IO) thanﬂdfd subJects who observejl.
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The only Stgnlflcant |nteract|on term was the three way

ar ratnngs of the cpnfederate‘s honesty (F 5 85 df = /88.

| ;:<f 05) tell.means_for thrs !nteractron'are-shown 1n-Table~2.‘ v

5 , ‘

TABLE 2 . |
| ke . o

RATINGS OF HONESTY OF CONFEDERATE .

| R Y SV S
“Opponent was . .- . - Opponent was Other:
 “Confederate .- o .. Subject
" Homest .bﬁshones§->““ Honest ~ Dishonest . -

Confederate Confederate -Confederate Confederate

e . 2m |sas | o3se | wss
N°Need a0 | 383 EE 3oo |- 500
As Was predicted, the confederate recenved the hnghest honesty
'-mratnng from subJects competrng agaunst hlm when he refralned from ZLF, B
‘stealung and yet, had a need for money lt was expected that the

‘1,_confederate would be judged the Ieast honest when he stole money but i?)

'°_bhad expressed no need for m0ney While thlS was true for subJects

':p“who competed agaunst the other SUbJeCt, this was not the case for

= subJects competlng agaanst the confederate _ The confederate recelved v

'i'ithe most dlshoneSt ratlng when he was d:shonest but needed money.;yd {pq}

Thls pOSSIblllty reflects the faCt that the/largest number of‘?jf

';subJects stole From the confederate when he was drshonest and dld

zi‘imay have been dlffncult for SUbJeCtS to rate the e

3 7not need money.v

e confederate as oVer'dershonest when they haVe just“:xhnblted the vvv?;]f

’"same d]shonest behavro



’ %$-vsewlng an tmmoral confederate as COmp“‘
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e'This.leads to a.generai prohlen tnvolved:in;the tnterpfétatibn
vof the results from the manipulat!on checks, While'this‘issue wfll ; SR
he'discossed moredthoroughly jn Chapter h; jt‘is fmportant at thjs |
point toﬁooint oet'the nature of the probfem. it'Was‘eypected,thét’n
.'.the mannpulatlon checks could be used as an undlcator of the subJects
AJudgment of‘hls vucttm.l However thls proved to be a poor- |nd|cator |
.because of the fact that subJects reSponded 'to the manlpulatlon
-._'check qoestnonnatre after - they competed themseives. ‘Consequently;. t:”
the»r Judgments reflect not only factors manlpulated |n fhe experl-t
ment-bdt-also-the effects of the sthect s own behavuor pn'the :.
dldomeétitive'sttdatfod | | -
, Regardlng the manlpulatuon check on the confederate s need
'for money, 91 72 (hh) of the: subJects who observed the ”needy"
,confederate |ndicated on their questlonnaure'that vndeed the con-‘l.
federate was needy whtle 97 9% (h7) of the subJects ln the nb need

ITCOndItIOn |nd1cated that confederate was not needy (Ch| 73 79,.

af = 1, p< 001)

o ;'Mann Effects

An ana}ysns of the results for the matn effects showed that [dd""

"the confederate s moral behavLor was the strongest predlctor of theft

‘;fAs can’ be seen ,n Table 3, almost #6% of the subJects stole after

,\»

‘:{dﬁ'oconly h 2% of the sobjects:"*

'Vf}stealnng in: the honest confederate condltlon
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‘TABLE 3

EFFECTS. OF MORAL BEHAVIOR ON STEAL ING

Stealing

Subject did .  Subject
not steal . . : stole -

* Moral Bechavior Dishonest" 26 S 22. 48
: : ©  Confederate 54,23 . h5.8%

Hondst . = 46 - . . 2 48
Confederate 95.8% - 2%

Sz b %
, : A ,1 Lo S o
- ¢hi? = 20,0555, df,=,f,cp,<:¥00' o .

| These results were also ref!ected nn the amount of money stolen where'

¢

~ the confederate s honesty had the most statistlcally SIgnlflcant

effect'( 13 3# df = 1/88 p £ 001) : A compartson of the mean"

1

'amounts stolen shows thaf when the confederate was honest, the mean S

Tt stolen was only 2 08 cents whnle when he was dlshonest, the
i mount rose to 13 67 cents. Table h repreSents the mean amountsf :

_en for each of the mann effects.a

L TABLEYA',fW_iE .
L MEAN NUMBER OF" CENTS STOLEN

el

L pa }f;‘a:;?n,'jg',;gi:fg[,t Mean Number of Cents 5t°'e” ahi
e " Confederate | 11 3115
Other SubJeCt S

F,Need :v7 0Qf5 L

;ﬁlndependent . Moral.: 'd'ﬂ=7;Honest Confederate f"h 2 08hfft?'}j9fﬁ“ﬁ.
":Varlables ﬁtjf BehaVlOF ‘jiD!Shonest Confederate 13 67fkﬁfi1’;uf'{:;i
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'The;confederatefs expressed need for money was found not to
have a significant main effect on either the subject's decision to

'Steai or the amount of money‘stolen.
TABLE §°

EFFECT OF. CONFEDERATE'S NEED ON STEALING

o stealing
o Subject did .“ | ‘ §uhjecte
oL not steal .. . stole. . |
'Needf o Need' . o 37 | ;'_ I 11 48
. . CL ;’ - ,77 1% . . ‘-zz.gg K
NoNeed 35 © - T o3 ug
S . 72.9% oo 270% .
T2 T g6

chi? = ioss;vdf = 1;;§<{.80

3 As can_ be seen from Table 5 above, 27 IZ of the subJects stole when o
nthe confederate had expressed no need for the money as compared to

*‘JvZZ 9% who stele when he needed the money Although these results

,are in the predlcted durectlon,~need d|d not have a, sngnufucant effect._ -

Regardlng the amount of money stolen, the confederate s
:expressed need f0r money was agaln found not to have a sugntflcant
a main effect (F = 30 df l/88 p )’ 20) CAs. can be seen from
i m}nTable h the mean amount stolen when the confederate needed money ,“ﬁ?
.f.if(mean 8 75) was in fact hlgher than the,mean when h% dnd not need

'the money (mean 7 00) It is ev;dent that the confederate 5. need

-‘;for money ln ltself was not accepted as a Iegltnmate excuse for steallng

o
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The'aobject‘s oppOnent, either the confederate or the other'
. subject, was found to have a significant efFect both on stealing and
-on the -amount of money oto]en; Tab]e 6 shows ‘that éubjects stole

significantly moré often from the confederate than from the other

subject. -
TABLE 6
EFFFCTS OF VICTIM ON SfEALING
&y . . _ ! Stealing
o Subject did- - Subject
C o .. _not steal - . stole .
‘ ‘ 4 L _~- . 7 4 V

Opponent Other Subject . 41 : 7 - . 48

| Other, Bs.45 . 1h.63
Confederate * "3l IR BN
' : 6h.6% 35.48 -
72N 96

L ) - : — T

chi? = htsd, df =1, p<.03

Regardless of all other cond:tlons, lh 6% of the subJeCts stole from o

" the other subJect as compared to 35. h% who stole from the confederate, '

‘Slmnlarly,-subjects stole sngnlflcantly more money from the confeder-lﬁ'

‘ tate than from the other subJect (F L, 70, df = 1/88 ;><( 05)‘ As

*

can’ be seen from Table ﬁ’ the mean amount stolen from the conf jerate
! f

'jwas ll 31 cents as compared to a’ mean of h hh cents stolen from the'

other subJect These resdlts support the predictlon that the“

Opponent would have a sngnlficant effect on steallng.



Interaction Effects

Some of the most'éfgnifiCant.results obtained involved the‘
effecta of the infergctlonlof the.major.tndependentAvariables on .
stea!ing,_,E;aminationhof'these results was neCe;;;??"tolobtain a
complete piotute of‘the‘effeets of the independent variables.i.AS
will be seen ftom theﬁinteract;oszffect;, the confederate'e.moral

behavior had the most perQasiVe effect, In.interaction with other
° N \.

o . - - . ] ' . »
' Variables, on the subject's decision to steal; however, his need for
money and the nature of the. subJect s Opponent also had ‘an effect .;\\;

both on when the subject was mos t llkely to’ steal anH on the amount

.

| gy

‘Moral Behavior - Need Interaction. As was' the case for the®

ﬁ.of money stolen. SRR

: mafn‘efFECts, the need'tarfabte didinot have a’éignjficant.impaet on

the subject's deciaion.to steal A comparisdn;of Tables 7 and 8 show
) that for both the honest and the.dlshonest confedehate, approxnmately .
jthe.same percentage of sub)ects stole as dud not steal regardless of

‘

\the confederate 3 need for money.
'.TABLE 7

EFFECTS OF NEED ON STEALIN?@WHEN

CONFEDERATE WAS DISHONES& B
Steallng i R . ‘
O SubJect did  subject -
R not . steal"': _'A stole?!t '
Need  MNeed - o3 e
= © ..+ - Shoeg . . k5.8% 0 .
'TNO Need .h.k_ ﬁ]3. ‘n, R ‘_ ._1]ii'l _-;ZL.
ST L1y SRR, 1 S
t | | 26 22 W8
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2 ' P
Chi® = .084, df = 1, p <.80 o 4
BN N
- TABLE 8
" EFFECTS OF NEED ON STEALING ‘WHEN
COMFEDERATE WAS, HONEST
vstealing‘ )
Subject did - - *-. Subject .
not steal -~ ~ ~  stole
Need .  Need 22 - . S S T

: i 91.7% . o '8.324. '
No Need = 2h 2o S 24
. - £ 100.0% - 0.0%

Chi® = .52, df =1, p £ .50

' Slmllarly, the nnteractlon Of moral behav1or and need d|d not S|gn|fir

l'cantly effect the amount of money stolen (F =. 58, df = 1/88, p ;>?20);r

Moral Behavnor - Opponent Interactlon.A The results'fof tdh

AL .
i

‘_nnteractlon of éhe confederate s moral behavuor and the opponent
(elther confederate or the other subJect) Ténd. strong support to :he‘

hypotheses concernlng vnctrm effects Table 9. shows that when theh-

iconfederate waS~d|shonest 62 5% of the SUbJectS stole from hum in

fretdﬁn'whiledon]yJZB;ZZIStole_from‘thenother;sublect,A'



’ o .'Steafing'
Subject did. ,'Subjéct_ )
not steal - . Stﬁlé"
Opponent - Other Subject TR ¥ A . '.%‘
o N e 70.8% - o 29.2%
. .Confederate ; 91 . o . i 15, - 2k
R 37.5%. - 62.5% -
| ; 26 .. - 22 a8
= 4.1, of = X <: o fvf&
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TABLE 9

EFFECTS.OF THE OPPONENT WHEN THE

- CONFEDERATE WAS. DISHONEST

l When - the confederate was honest, the opponent dad not have a signifl- o

- cant effect on stealing wuth none of the subJects steallng from the I

cher subJect and only 8 3% steallng from the confederate |

slgnlflcant effect when the confederate was also the vnctlm.‘__j o

A

Furthermore, the confederate 5 moral behavnor had the most :
B !

L J;~'~'
s

2h
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L 3h
TABLE 10 - e

EFFECTS OF MORAL BEHAVIOR ON STEALING

WHEN THE VICTIM WAS CONFEDERATE

1;Stea}ing  ‘

Subject did ' . Subject
~ not steal -~ - - . stole’

'~M6rél L '_[DishoﬁQSt;. '  . é I . RTINS e
-Behavior : .->, L | .‘_'37.52 . 1 RERSE 62}52‘ K

R Hohes t f'_ e 22 f. 2 'a.fpéh ;: B
R R L0 . B3y

N

‘>

@

Ch‘z a3, 1, df’,.=', 1, p = < .0003

R T A L
TABEE:Il  ;3‘“j,:~ 0

SR T EFFECTS OF MORAL BEHAVIOR ON STEALING -

WHEN vncrrn WAS THE OTHER SUBJECT

Steallng

SUbJect did_ L {;;JSubJect
not steal Q,{' ;;_*i stole piﬂ-

A":wf’Mdra}f:' ! . Dnshonest | ”5' I7 : Quii Li j¥':75k;3;i2k.rf
\ -1EBehavibr | R RN 70 82 A 29028

‘;Honést-vi ;:..A&H Zh ‘: “fﬁ:ij§i56f12:¥1gA;?f;‘




irTabfe 16 demonatrates the‘modelling impact.of the confederateis
'moral behayiOr. Thus we sée‘that'theft from thevother'aobject fS-p
.5|gn|f|cantly more llkely to occur nf the subJect has observed a
dnshonest‘rather than.an honest model Tables IO and - ponnt outh
.‘that the: dlSlnhlbltory effect of the confederate § devuance is .
E obvnously much greater when the confederate is the subJect 5 Opponent

rather than .the prevrously v1ct1m|zed SubJect lndncatnng that_factors
.fother than modell[ng alone may come into play | N e

| The lnteractlon of moral behavlor and the type of opponent dud | :

iinot‘have a sugn:flcant effect on the amount of money stolen (F . 73,,T'.
1/88 P > 20) a!though the resu]ts are 1n the predicted .. i-ffi-wf

hadrrectlon As wull be seen |n later d|scu55|ons, the confederate shﬂ:"

(.need had a somewhat confus»ng effect on.the amount of money sto]en.;ﬂ

B ,from the other subject and probab}y accounta for the !ack of

"ssgnnflcance of the |nteract|on of moral behavior and vnctim.;p -

lnteractlon of Opponent and Confederate s]Need A compar:son

7”1:."of Tables 12 and 13 shows that the tYPe °f V'Ct“J had 4 much clearer ;

'"'nf_effect on the decnsuon to steal when the confederate d:d not need

L money..'




'TABLEl12~

- EFFECTS OF THE VICTIM ON SIEALING WHEN . s

‘ CONFEDERATE DID NOT NEED HONEY j*

- Steallng o

SUbJeCt dld :  .( SubJect_ :Qﬂ
- not steal R  _:_5;013‘9. e

v"'iVTctim',f.il 'Othér Subjeéf‘ f{yj"23_‘.».'ﬂ"fvj,.' ?j'; ‘ . ‘2&;;{U,.f_
SR S IR PR L 18 > SRR B SRR

L3N

, ‘;Conféderéte ol “ffz°jhzf' f" jg‘j'  _Cjo7:~; i: 2qf5ft_;f

Chi? = 7.548; df =1, _9.2?_-0'1-?#. e

N e

- f5ﬁxﬁ5'ffff< -4‘_ TABLE 13 RS SR

. PR : S 3 .

‘},ifEFFECfS OF THE VICTIM ON STEALING WHEN

Subject d|d~”?" '
not steal :

c Vietimd :o:ﬁhef?iz's.ubqé‘dt

. fonfederate
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: The anteresting fundlng is that'almost ae many[subJects stole from the -
-{other SUbJeCt as from the confederate when need for money was anO]Ved;
.‘ An examlnatlon of the anquSIS of varlance results for the }
. opponent need nnteractlonvshows that the interactuon term.was not f.;,’
.k.hstatlstlcally sugnlflcant (F l h3 df = 1/88 p :> 20)
B A possnble exp]anatlon for the effects of the conFederatebs
: need on. stealing from the other 5ubJect lles in the fact Eﬁft hlS
'%jeineed had a 5|gn|f|cant effect on the'subJect sfown rndncatlon.of need o

-1for money (F : IO 26 df 1/88, p << 01) SubJects reported a: d}ﬂ‘,f

7‘:greater persona] need for money on the condltlons where the confederate

1 e

'-erxpressed need for money and the SubJeCt 's opponent was the other R
ay'subJect.,.: e ' o
S TABLE TH T -

 'SUBJECTS MEAN REPORTED, FINANCIAL POSITION. - =, '~

" Opporient -,

‘SUbJect;s own'need for money was;USed s.a. covar.ate in the analysis
of variance ‘and was’ “found ‘not: to have'alslgg!ficant effect ‘oh’ whether
o subJects stole-or on how much money wa 5 1. 7 :
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AS an explanatlon for steallng from the other subJect, at s
~ ,
p055|b|e that more SubJeCtS in this condltlon needed the money from

.the experwment | On the other hand_.at could be‘that a modelllng

f‘effect was present and ‘that- subJects tended to report a greater need .5

when confederate also sa:d he needed money It is poss.
".fsubJects were u51ng the same excuse for steallng as was the confeder-
-ate. ln order to clartfy the relatnonship between need and the vnctlm,t"'”

s

.‘~|t ﬂs necessary to look at. the effects of moral behaVIor as we]l

Interactcon of Moral Behavnor, Need and the ngonent 'The»hglgz i:W-

‘7.¥re5ults obtalned from the comb:ned effects of al1 three maJor varu-

\

- ‘_‘-ables are of constderable lmportance in understandlng the complete jif':

O

”1a,p|cture of the expernment.’ As was predlcted the most sugnlflcant

v}hresults were obtanned when the v:ctam was the confederate and he dnd~ Gl

-’..f;not need money ‘m"'gﬁ-ff j_l-.;'ﬁl,ntjt;j“,:"

;SubJect dld
“not. steal
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| .fTABLE.méa,

. EFFECTS OF MORAL BEHAVIOR ON STEALING o ;)'

FROM CONFEDERATE WHEN CONFEDERATE NEEDED MONEY L

Steallng R

ST  _ SubJect dld i ’A;"LSijeét- .
Lo i not. steal w0 stole .

- Behavior f- oo oo - 883 TALTE

E‘J Hdn€$t¥ .   ;iijb;'_  ;yf‘i‘ ;‘ ;f'h"éf"flljéﬁ L

oy L v o . 4

P . }

SChi% = 807, dfF =0, p>N30 L
o meLE i 7

0 oLl _;s:,;,o

EFFECTS or MORAL BEHAVIOR ON STEALING FROM THE _ ,§J57’*-*-*F*w
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TABLE'IS'

EFFECTS OF MORAL BEHAVIOR ON STEALING 'FROM. THE

‘OTHER SUBJECT wHEu CONFEDERATE NEEDED MONEY

o 3"f. Steallng :1“

SubJect did> . . Subject
,not_stealv _‘-f., ;stole .

© Moral . . Memest o l2z 0 12

B 'DlShoneet_'A ;fof;6ﬂ-*;.:f & ":, 6_% n,'.12452'
Coes T s0% 508

77[th13 5 56 df = l P << oz

:dfables 16 and 17 show that the most stealnng occurred from the confed;ii'{hve'u
' ;f:erate when he d|d not need money.r However, |t was expected that the

ﬁ »eonfederate s. need fotumoney.w0uld provnde a ratlonale for his dns—nd
vv'“‘honesty and s;gmficantly decrea‘ the amount of steallng from him

'i?lTable 16 shows that thlS was not in fact the case snnce almost as manyh"d'”'"n

:when*he needed "

}[t7:sub3ects stole as dld not steal from the confederate

.¥fnqneyf_ When the other subJect was thelvuctlm ‘Table I7lshows that

'e mean amounts stolen;ar

presented in Tableff9



TABLE 19
" MEAN AMOUNTS (IN CENTS) STOLEN FOR THE OPPONENT
X NEED X MORAL BEHAVIOR INTERACTIONS
Opponent

,ar Co .'d _,:gonfederate“f h 1“_~' Other SUbJECt

.o .o

L T U Need < No Need - " "~Need- : “»‘:NO.-;Nee.d

© Moral.- © .. Honest . -. 8.33 .. 0.0 ..\\\ 0 O S0 .
- 'Behavior . — e e .

biéhong;t_ﬂiz.zs 2k o, la hz 'f'f. 3.33.

.

’Table 19 shows that wh more money was stolen from the confederate~)
: R

.;'when he d|d not need money, the opposnte |s true when the vnctlm was.v";-
® . .

"the Other 5“bJ8¢t-b The reSu}tSowere most s:gn|f1cant 1n the»' PR

"predlcted dlrectlon when the vnctam was the confederate and when he

e;.v_ ) . e e IR

. 0. i
fidud not need money : The confederate s need for money decreased the
ik

*[q amount of steallng fromehlm but Increased the émount of stealung fromx? :%ﬁ

r“&the other subJect




y hz

e -’TABLE 20

. :
EFFECT OF CONFEDERATE'S NEED ON STEALING

FROM DISHONEST CONFEDERATE

Sublect d|d '_‘v,-Stheé;
" not steal . stole

NoNeed . T 2 w12
Need? g oo se g
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Addjtional Findings

Two additianal varlables were examlned. the subJect's estimate

of the amount of money he stole and a comparlson of the amount of

o

_money stolen in the flrst and sec0nd halves of the experlment. o

i i ) :
Qéit It'was found that subJects generally underestlmated the .

\x

amount ‘of money they had stolen wlth a mean esttmate of 5 8] cents

as compared to the actual mean of 7. 88 cents. It is |nterest|ng to

‘note that in relat«on to the subJects underestimatlng the amount

e
.

- stolen, none of the subJects spontaneous]y reported to the experl--*

‘menter that they had- stolen and only one subJect reported that the

.'confederate had stolen ln the flrst competltlon agalnst the other

subJect These results ‘may have some bearlng on studles concerned

l__Wlth'reportlng,of cr1mes.= (Latane and Darley,/1970)

e L, - B LN
g0 L

R An attemht was made to determune when the subject was most

yflikely to begun stealang from hls opponent., lt was found that whlle

AN

more: steallng occurred in the second half of the experlment he‘“f

'\.

o dlfference in the amounts stolen was not srgnlflcant (mean for flrst

‘ H \

rf'half 3 h3 cents, mean- fcr second half 4 45 cents)

7i*money stolen ln the furst and second halve

37;as the repeated observatlons.. It was f/pnd that the two halves

f}:belng stolen :n the second half Generally,

fthe end of the ftve mlnute co

" lt may have been the case that subJects stole more toward

.“. B v ‘.\~.

\ i .
e titnon because of the realuzat:on

5iithét9they were'1051n9 TO exam:‘e th1StPOSS|bil|ty, a repeated ff}:

,..-‘

fufmeasures analysus of varnance was carrled Qut WIth the am0unts of

ffthe tlme period servvng

fdlffered sngnlflcantlgﬁﬁ k 30 df 1/88, p <: @5) WIth more money

R

'”most subJects who stole 7;thff



»fof1oned the.same oattern df'intermittent‘stealfng throughout the -
experiment_with only two subjects stealing fot the entire*eXperiment.
- fs}nee-the confedérate stole intermittently; it is possihle'that
modellnng effected the pattern of steallng."-.

ln addntaon, the two time pernods lnteracted sugnxfucantly

~with need (F = S.AI; df = 1/88, p < .05). Cell means for this

...lnteractlon are shown in Table 22 D:fferences in the two time

Aperlods were found not to be sngnlflcantly effected by the other

: varlab]es.
.. "TABLE 22"
' INTERACT%ON OF CONFEDERATE'S NEED WITH AMOUNTS
OF MQyEY STOLEN IN TWO TIME PERIODS a
Tlme Perlodsf
. ‘First-Half . Y,i;: Second Half -
. Confederate's . ' Need . .- 3:29¢ . . u‘;‘ 45.h6¢1
“Need - | i R SR L S
SR " NoNeed - ;f3;56¢ I e PUL L

'1ff1t is clear from Table 22 that the uncrease in theft in th@)second
. fhalf of the sessnon occurred for those subJects exposed to the needy‘~d”

'f-fconfederate.- It could be. that as’ sub ectsoreallze they are losnng,
- they look for a conVeN|ent ratlona]e for steallng whlch ns provuded
1by confederate s professed need for money.. ThlS is supported by the.

hv;fact that subJects reported a greater need fori‘;ney when the }'

'~confederate needed money ; ff'”f_j - 4..v:f':;';f”jf_‘ 5”*§.fv
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Discussion
‘The purpose of Chepter 1l was to present the majbf findings
of tﬁe stgdy.. Cqésiderabie“addltional informatlon‘wés.producednby
Fhé sfudirbut ;ince it;hms not of hajor‘importange to fhe-hypothéfes,
7_this‘inforhgtion is ‘not extensively presented.in the theggs. As
" well, tHe-study provided fhe.experimenter wﬁth»interesfing observations
égd impressibﬁs regarding peOpleis‘behavior in eXperimehial §ituat(dhs;
The purpose of Chaptéf v is‘fo.discuégjthe results.presehted
in th!svbhaptér iﬁ_éqmparison.wifh1the :hypothéses pfes;ntgd.ih N
Chaptéf l‘anﬂ to prdVidé gdme possfblé explanations fof'thg;ogtcomes

of3fhe study.




b7

1 TABLE 24

RANKING OF.COND[TIONS BY'RATES

OF STEALING -OBSERVED

S's Potential Victim
Confederatei - - Third Person
Confederate's °  Honest Dishonest: Honest ‘Dishonest
Rationale Confederate’ Confederate Confederate Confederate - -
. Need | N R T R
No Need -~ - 6 . - 6, | -5
1= Cond|t|on yleldlng the greatest llkellhooa of theft .
8 = Condltlon yleldlng ‘the least llkellhood of theft
The above ranklngs are also reflected in the mean amounts of
wmoney stolen in each -of the conditlons. E(f"
. TABLE‘ZS :
" RANKING OF CONDITIONS BY MEAN AMOUNTS
" OF MoNgY,sTOLEN‘(IN cENfs) |
S's Potentlal Vuctnm : '
\'Confederate ﬂ;f 'f 'f”3 - Other SubJect
. Confederate?s.' ’;Honeét_ o Dtshonest . Honest ‘;j Dlshonest
~ Rationale Confederate Confederate Confederate Qonfederate 5*"
* Need 833 (W) | ,,lzz,zsx(_a) | oo (6 | @
“NoNeed 0.0, (6) -| 24.67 (1) | o 0 A6) |: 333 (). -

S - s : t. ":" PR R -.‘,.
Numbérs .in brackets répresent:rankings ‘-
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A comparﬁsod\of the rankfhgs deriyed from_thehactual rates

of stealfng and mean amounts stofen‘to the"predicted rankings<- |

’ summaruzed in Table l, shows a somewhat dlfferent picture than was S

»expected The purpose of the . followong dlSCUSSIQn wnll be - to examlne

the results and p04nt out the maJor |mpl|catlons of the f|nd|ngs for i
‘the |ssues and hypotheses discussed in Chapter’l In addltlon, the

_ llmltatnons of the study wrll be discussed and suggestlons made which
. would nmprove the experlment ltself and allow for more exp]anatlon J

of © the results

Discussfon of the Results of'the Stud . :The'major'contention .

of the thesus, that vnctams of cr'mes play an 1mportant role in thelr'
 own vnctnmlzatlon ls supported by the results Of the study._ Table 6
ikshows that regardless of all other condltlons more. subJects stole f' '
‘_when thelr vnctlm-was the confederate. This lndlcates that lnform-."
‘}:atlon about the vnctlm pnovnded in- the experlment dld |n fact have anrfff
'_zlmpact on’ the SubJeCt s deCls:0n to. steal | | |
Regardlng the partncular characterrstlcs of the vlctlm chosen:
>|n thrs study, the predlcted |nf|uence of the vrctim s moral behav1ori .
| is supported ‘ Moral behavaor was found to be the best prednctor of
;}dtheft with the most steallng occurring from.the confederate when hel‘ﬁeff
Cel «

-,had been dishonest Table 5 shows that sngntficant]y more steallng
‘ I

?,occurred when subjects were exposed to the devnant model ThlS is

v'_ partlcularly true when the confederate himself |5‘the vnctim (see

‘A Lo
. )

| Tab]e S)f
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\ . . . . . - .
The effects of the vnctlm 3 need were found to\he somewhat
‘confusing. Two issues require dlscussvon‘, the apparent lack of a

sdbstantlal nnfluence of the confederate s need on steallng from hlm

and the unexpected unfluence thIS factor had. on stealing from the

other subJect

Whlle the confederate s need was expected to substantlally
adecreaSe the amount of theft from hlm th(s was found not_ ‘to. be the -
:caSe. Recent work |n equnty theory (Walster Berscheld and Walster
l973) may prove useful lh provudlng an explanatoon of these results

, - -

An equlty sntuatlon could be ma:ntalned lf the confederate stole
but had /@ ‘good. excuse for dorng so i e., hlS need for moneyln ln-
this case, |t is p055|ble that the confederate s need for money wasi
lnot accepted as a. legntlmate ratlonale for hlS dlshonesty and .
;consequently an equlty sntuatton was not marntatned SubJects would f
then be expected to steal from htm in order to re-establlsh eqU|ty
. in the s:tuatlon. The amohnt of money anvolved was extremely smal]
dl(less than $2£00) and perhaps could not be regarded as belng of any }“g;
;‘maJor conSequence to the conﬁederate s expressed need SRS

On the other hand lt is. possvble that subJects ratrOnalneed VA
:that the Canederate had already won once and could therefore afford -
_;fthe loss sn‘the secoh; competltlon.: Thas explanbtson ns also :

‘_~conststent w:th equnty theory Uhfortunately, the lnformat|on

'dobtalned |n the study does not provlde a basns for dlstlngu:shung

Tl e

:between the two explanatlons.

Contrary to expectatlons the confederate's expressed need

'-forlmoney lncreased both the rate of steallng and the mean amount of Jl; S
R S RS S RN SRR
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money stolen from the other subJect Tablell3 shows that when the -
. 4
Aiconfederate sald he need money, almost as many SUbJeCtS stole from f-”
-the other subJect as from the confederfte. ln fact, thls condltlon
'ranks second in terms of the rates of steallng and amount of money
L stolen (see Tables 22 and 2&) lt appears that whlle subJects tended‘~
“to reJect need as a ratlonale for the confederate s theft lt did.
' 1proV|de a convenlent excuse for thelr own theft from the other subJect.:
aﬁ"Thls is. supported by the fact that SUbJeCtS expressed the greatest

personal need for money when the confederate had sald he needed money '

 and when thenr Opponent was the other subJect._

e

The other unexpected flnding is the amount of steallng that tl"
occurred from the confederate when he was the most morally credlble
'fmodel That |s, when the confederate needed money and overcame the s
frtemptatlon to steal 1t was expected that very llttle, |f any, vli
~l'steallng would 0ccur from hlm. Table 22 shows that thls c0ndnt|on
:;ranﬁgwfourth in terms of the amount of stealung Although the actual

*numbers are small lt is |nterestlng that more SUbJéCtS stole from

. the confederatelnn thlS condltion than from the other subJect when a

. dev:ant model was. provaded Jt is. pOSS|ble that stealsng from the;;tv,

‘honest, needy confederate was influenced by the fact that he had
»

already won' once On an equtty basls, the fact that the subJect

1f¥-stole could be balanced by the fact thatlthe confederate,had'already,

:fjw't Obvlously, the confederate's need for money dld not ralse th'“

" y;expected sympathy for hls needy condltlon and consequently as no

'f“rmportant enough tO;prOhlb]t theft
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When=subjects.Were'preSented Wfth;thelmostideuiant vtctim
“the dushonesi and non- needy confederate, the results were the most
:Axstranghtforward Both the hlghest rate of’ stealing and the greatest
amount of money.stolen occurred }h thls ghnditnon.: Thns is llkely
F'due to the fact that the comblnation of the two factors would produce o
. a completely negatlve plcture of the. confederate s character , Not:'
‘only dld he steal from the other subJect but he had no. apparent L u\
'reason fo: donng 50. ln addltlon to these factors he has a]ready
.-won.hns fnrst competltnon through cheatlng and deserves to lose to.
. the real subJect : Thus stealnng from the qonfedérate represents the ﬁyd‘
subJect S attempt to re establlsh equnty |n the sntuatnon., o |
The results of the study seem.to lndicate that one particular f“
. e :
bcharacterlstlc of the vnctlm may not be as |mportant a predlctor of
' '.theft as the overall plcture and |mpre5510n which the subJect has of
":ilhns v:ctum._ Hence. when all the factors anO]Ved |n the experlment
:prroduce the |mpreSS|on of a completely deVIant vactum bas lndncated

.above, stealung |s most Inkely When the factors do not fit together

. in. such a consnstent manner to prqduce a substantnal OVerall i_;f*’f

5~sron, vnctnmlzatlon is more dlfflcult to predlctff ln real sftuations,,,"”b

jf-thls would seem to be the ca"

'h-lt ls unllketyithat vuctims area.

;;ather the comblnatnon of several factors andlthe effect thls has
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leltatlons of the Study Although the results of the study

i tend to support the maJor contention of the effects of" v:ctlms in
"_crlmlnal situations, several llmitatlons are evldent and warrant
dISCUSSlon."WT - | o
| Whlle'the results Of the experlment lndlcate that ‘the nature :f_
',yof.the ynctlm does have an |mportant determlnung.effect on vnctlm~'j.‘
hllzatuon,_the experlment ltSelf does not atlow us- to explain how this
sj:.effect operates or, partlcularly, what type of an effect It Is ={ﬁ1}ﬂﬁ'
‘:f Chapter 1, the lssue of whether the effect of the characterustlcs of S
'Z;a partlcular V\Ctlm represents a modelling effect an effect of someh J
h[form of Judgment of the victlm, or some combinatnon of modellung ahdah

-;»Judgment was brlefly dlscu55ed“< Unfortunately, the present study

\.j;does ‘not " adequately alfow f0r dlscrimlnatlon between these alternatlve .=,;

”gexplanatlons for vnctlm effects.l;{f.” '}e;}éggiyf4,;;y}“’y

PO ISR
lt was expected that the mantpulatlon checks could be used as- o

e
.

e:‘jan lndlcatlon of the subJects Judgments of theirvvnctim.: Howevar,,})h,yd
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‘.dlshonesty ratrng for the confederate occurned in. the dlshonest but-
T'fneedy Condltlon. Furthermore, a subs@antla] amount of steallng
'5_‘occurred from the honest and needy confederate, the same condutlon
:ln whlch the confederate was glven the hlghest honesty ratlng. -;
These results appear confusnng at the outset. However -tt;fu
1s |nportant to note that, as mentloned |n Chapter Ill subJectsh;'yh:.
'h rated thelr vuctlm on: the manlpulatlon checks questlonnanre aftgi the

L

| expernment ltself - after they had dec;ded to elther stea] or not

'5f.steal from thelr vuctum Consequently,vthe Judgments |nd|cated -;?hifﬁt
hthe manlpulatlon checks represent not only the effects of the . S
fconfederate s behavuor, but also the effects of thelr own stea]ung

fhbehaVIor and whatever ratlonalizatIOns they may have used to JUStny .31;[

M:_the;r decusnon Thls us eVIdent from Table 2 whwch shows thaf R

'pSUbJects rated the confederate as less dnshonest when he was in fact

N -

xdushonest and dld not need the money. Theoretlcally, thls should
';f”represent the most unequttable condstton and |t was expected that the R
1; 5tonfederate would be reFarded aS‘most dlShOnest However, thns

.,.1al$o the condltlon in; wthh the most subJects stole Sub]ects have.
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lh1behavior could have a dlsunh:bitory effect and therefore Increase the .

'ﬂf.mprobébllity.of the subJect s steallng, gpgardless of other factor§

'llf thls were the case,4more steallng would be expected re§ardless of

:‘{~whether the victlm was the confederate or the other SUbJeCt.\ Table 22

-‘?_{shOws that more steallng did occur when the subJects were faced Wlth;

tn' o X ; e‘\ .

,'-;ha deviant confederate, however, steallng was also s:gn|f1cantly

‘jfaffected by whether the vtcttm was the confederate or the other

P S

;fgfsubject.' !t appears then, that the resuln.;do not reflect a pure

L SR N

“:12m0delllng effect but that some Judgments of the victnm were beang

;‘*made on the basus of the :nformatlon provrded in the expe”‘“e"tal

?5{;S|tuat|on.;
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‘>first competitionQ ‘In order'to adequate]y test the‘effects of model—

llng, elther a further Cond[tuon would have to be addedﬁln wh}ch the
" other SUbJeCt wlns hls flrst competlt:on or a thcrd victim, one who : ‘J'_k
does not compete at all exoept agalnst the real‘sudject, could be o
fadded as a means of compartson | . | '
Several‘llmltatlons of the study result from the partlc far
7-operat|onal|zatlons of the undependent Variables whlch were chosen ln
".the experament FOr example the confederate 3 dlshonesty dn. the form ldh'

»

hof Steallng was - used as an :ndtcator of hIS moral behavnor. Several -f@f:

]problems surround th|s varxable.' First, it IS questionable whether‘“

“'d ;.“dlshonesty” |s a valld |nd|cator of moral character partncularly in.

;t:ﬁ;“a s;tuatlon whach'may have been somewhat conducnve to- “cheatlng“ and

S in which only a small amount of mOney was at stake. Secondly, ;hh:;h

T PR

T IOperatlonallzatlon of moral behaV|or should have been a dlfferent

';kgnd of behavuor than the dependent variable. Th|s wou]d have‘l

ffﬁjmnnumlzed the modellung effect of the confederate s stealing'behavnor lf&'!*
'tand allowed for dtscrlmlnatlon between possuble explanations for the

,ufobserved rates of stealtng.; ln thls study the confederate s deviant

"';hbehav10r lnkely Served as an example of how to wfn whereas wnth

:confederate 5 general moraf‘character




-

, g . o ’ o .‘-‘:~ a :Y ) T .‘ ,“,._“ R ‘
TN n ‘ : -
\ The other seruous llmltatlon of the 1ndependent varuables_,_

’ relates to. the effects of the need varlable. Alth0ugh the manlpulatloni '
,checks lndlcate that the subJects recognlzed the confederate s need for'

' fmoney, there is no lndlcatlon of thelr feellngs about the sernousness

,
/

of hlsvneed The results lndlcate that his need may not have been s

.

felt to be sernous enough to warrant dlshonesty.r Secondly, the amount T

of money |nvolved in the experiment was small of necessity Such a j"
small ambunt of money could not have any lmpact on the confederate s

fnnanC|al 5|tuat|on and therefore, contrarﬁ to expectatlons, dld not:

Woed .
i

decrease the amount of steallng from him.

S

- 5-'fﬁ Egﬂflﬂflgﬂi" The Purpose of thls chapter has been to dlscussc'

the |mpllcat|ons, llmltathﬂS and lssues |nvolved |n the expernment

| and the results obtamed / BTN

K

Generally, the results |ndicate that vuctnms do have an :
.nmportant effect, however Just exactly how V|ctnms determlne thelr
N -_OWn victlmlzatlon and what klnd cf an effect they have can not be

determlned from the experrment, although some |nference5 can be made.._;gfh

The most lmportant |mpl|catlon appears to;be that the SUbJect 5

deccsnon to steal may reflect an overall'lmpressaon of hlS vactlm.;.,'

1'5{ When al] the factors known'about the v:ctlm are consnstent and support

the same klnd:of Judgment victtm»zatlon,:or e thls case steallng

u"’:;b?haVIOt“’rﬁ,Pre§1¢tab_e'“;ln cases. of confllctlng "”ormatnon, it is



Chapter V wlll attempt to- address the all-»mportant quest&on - .

K

o “So What7“ - where do we go ﬁrom here and what generalizatlons can be

no made about V|ctim|zation i% real sntuatlons. R e f;
) __,/,) L L 5 »n . ) ) X . N .
PR 3

P



‘,_perpetrator and vuctim is enforced

"r«.’

* CHAPTER V S
S0 WHAT?'. -

N | The above questnon is perhaps one of the most dlffucult to
address and yet one of the most important questlons WhiCh can be-
asked of any»such.study.‘ Independent research studies wnth no
rndication of how their: flndlngs iink with other snmiiar studles,
:w:th general theoret|cai approaches or w:th s:tuatlons in the real

world, are of ilttie value or consequence
.«

; : ° .
W|th regards 'to the present study, we can deflnltely conclude

' that VlCtlmS do play an nmportant roie - JUSt exactiy what thlS roie
is, is a‘silghtiy dlfferent'questnon The theoretlc ffdlscussaon and

p(*’

T-reV|ew of other studles presented ln Chapter I supported the vnew.
.that the characternstlcs of a. particular vnctlm have an’ |mportant
'idetermlning effect in. crnmlnai sutuatlonsi-.a view whnch has iargely
‘g_been :gnored in both socioioglcai reSearch on dewlant behavnor and

.nn actual JUdlClai and iegal sutuatnons where the distlnctcon between .

N

The study tndiGQtes that more attention shouid be pald to thas f;fi

o

Ty varlabie, partlcuiariy wnth regahds to expiaining how the partncular ‘. ;-

',vnctlm affects the perpetrator s behavior. The possibllitues of a

’;'1gﬁmodeii|ng effect or a Judgmentai effect were . raised but no definlte
g . o . R .4.“ v, ‘.,. B N oS .
about which has th& most pervasrve effect or

-fpconciUSlons can be mai

"J”W?Qhow much of the effect was due to modeiiing -hhow much due to Judgmentsb:5ff

'1i ade of the. viCtlmfor some combination of both factors,- ThlS is the 5;.

gmore dnffucult aspect of victlm effects to determine.‘~ffff:_“ﬁft




g’
The COnElusion at’the/end of‘Chapter IV was that the overall

impression of the vlcth‘ls the best'predlctor of victimleation“ In

v real sntuatnons, thts s llkely the case. ”It Is now largely agreed

that delnnquent (devnant) behaVIor like mos t socaal behavior, is

learned and that it is learned ln the proceSs of soclal lnteractlon“.vw

(Homans , l962).

hls is the case, it"is unnecessary and . in fact,

'unllkely, that-vlctlms prOV|de ‘models. for the actual behavuor per-

»‘.petrated agalnst them; but thelr general nature and the lmpression

which they produce llkely reduce the InhlbltlonS agalnst deviant acts.

’

'_‘Vlctums do not have to ”teach“ their perpetrators how to act through

'prOV|d|ng them WIth a model The»devnant behavnor llkely'éthts in D .

*

' ,the person s repertonre of behavnor and requtres only’ the provnsnon

of ‘a ”bad actor” to lower the threshold for devuancy. Hence thej

general 1mpresston of the vlctlm is important. Sykes .and Matza have v

tended-to refer to this as a'"technlque_oﬁ-neutradization“ whlle

Cresse talks about l‘ratlo_nal-lza'tions“. Whlchever term i® used, the
y -

b,

| i.real-llfe factors are the same - some "trigger" |s needed to reduce

‘7_the normal |nh|b|t|ons agalnst devnant behavnor. In the present gl]

v - v

Mstudy, the vuctlm‘s character provuded the “trlgger” Thls approach

|s also consustent wnth eqUIty theory wthh contends that |f a. persoq;
‘Vlews a sltuatlon.as nnequttable he wull take approprtate actuon to .
frestore equntytl Results from the‘present study lndtcate that more p~:
vbfjattentlon should be paLd to’ the effect a vld;lm has on the percelved

- eQUIty of a partlcular sltuatlon.:t.:::-. ;"’;‘ i::;_. h"*¥;rf:J

The last conclusnon must of necesslty,_be the same conclusnon l

'"as is presented In most studles -:the need for further research.v,Theﬂg7‘:"



L]

- must continually be emphasized.

-

discussion of the limitations of the study outlined In Chapter 1V

points to some wéys In:which the experiment could be moiified and

’ repeated to test the validity of the flndiﬁgs and focus on particular
g}planatlons for victIm effects |t wOuld be inferestihg to supplé‘
.ment the flndings of the study W|th results obtained from a field .

}study or from actuarnal data derlved from crlmlnal records of actual

L]

”s1tuat|ons. Furthermore, the lmportance of victim characteristics

and the [mplications of this factor in légal énd judiclal Q}tuations;

‘o
3
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~ APPENDIX A

" MANIPULATION CHECK QUESTIONNAIRE -
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In this questionnanre, we are c0nrorned wlth whether or not’ you took
points from the subject yuu competed against yand what were your reasons for
© . doing so. Your responses to’ thlS questlonnalre will have no bearlng on the :
amount of money you receive.

.

1. ih1ch subJect d1d you compete aga&nst?
}_a. SubJect 1 ‘

b. Subject 2

2. - Did Subject 1 cheat Mom Subject 2 on the competitive task whith you watched? |
. c”;‘ . . \ X ) . . .. o
a.h3no R S
b, yes —— 4
R Dld SubJect 1 need the money?
a. no - Lo 't ‘ R N
b.,vyes e o ,v. - L - RO ‘. .,v. L
"4, Vvhat did you thxnk of SubJectl? Check what you con51der to- be Subject 1' :
: positlon on the folloulng 11$t of ad;ectlvc palrs. R D .
‘\1.'1ntelllg»n§ e 51 A : : " ; ‘ ! Un1ntelligept 1;‘_
2. likeable - B R R At ﬂmlikeahle Lo
3. cooperative . s v @ o w a4 7 uncooperative'j-;*
) oy easygoing

e
-

.o

e
Hae -

4. bossy, .. - :

..
Cew
*

. Ve

..
Y .
e
.

~_5,.inmature s : mature

Y
Yeu.

6. magmatlva S : unmagmativa"

’l
e
*e
o
-

':“‘7. respons1ble }"vf:j:. '7;‘4r1¢5P°DSib1°vT;EAT

. 80 mervous® - - & " caln

..
Y
s

_:. unreasonable
__:3 flopatient
i flexible
 Tude - . S S
.'ﬁ: 1nsincere

.".~9.‘rqasonab1e_',,' s
S 10.-‘1?8?13!’!.-;'.}
Caimgd
lz.cbr;}teéus"“-. N
13.5e1£Msh
14 warm B

e
(13
*

b ." .-. v< .

[T
..
(Y3
..

15 51ncere 1' - _

16.trusting B R e R S distrustful

17 frlendly T e e e TR

18.honest
, 19 fhxr _ - 31

20 compctent  "?-:7ff:ff_;;;:- 'fffyfil'f";" L 1ncompetent o

21 lazy [” ;ffvas’ffffjfﬁ”i3 ?55;3“7* s };” cnergetic '

an
Sde,
(1)




g

N responsible. .

2. likeable T i i Ty

.~ 4. bossy. - . .
5. immature S
6. dimagimative © 1. 1 o

vhat did you thxnk of SubJeth? Check what you consxder to be Subject 2'§

p051tion on the following list of. adJcct1ve palrs.

uﬂinteliiéeﬁ;

[y
s
:

1. intellxl,ent‘ N T

: unlikeable -

oo Wee

3. “rcooperative’ - uncooperative.

ea;ygoihg‘i

mature

..
.o
ve
.
..
.

o
e

ne
.

¢ unimaginative

e .

‘irrésponsible

. 8;' nérvous 3 B s R Y calm .
| 9. ufeasonable : s : : : § s unreasonable
10.  p;tigqt' ‘ : : : : : : '§_-1mpat1ent N
11 rigid: : : : P : i‘rflexiﬁiéﬁ'
S e, courtcous’ : : : : : : rude -
v-_1}3.:.f. sél‘fish L : : : : : : ,':j‘unselfxsh -
14, _warm T 1 : : : : ;. cold
15, sincere ‘ K : : : Ly msmcefe'
©16: trusting - - : : s ot FRR distmstful_,
17. friendly . - i : H : RPN -unfriendly

19, fazr '“ o L

[ X

e
(1]
.-.-.‘ Iv

. ﬁ}3 ‘ i
vo
.o

18;  honest 'ﬁ . fﬂ~dishonest

+ unfair -

oe,

.8
.s.
e
s
..

_'_.29,"competent Sy ) e : s : £~‘incompeténﬁf; R

'-‘:-'21'.1 1azy ) ' o 3 ) RS :energetic ' a
D1d you tak;.po1nts from:fﬁg subjecéfyquACompeted against? R '[SJJK
b yes S -

;‘If yes. when d1d you begln tak1ng po1nts? :7"f&>.-.;

"J”at the beg1nn1ng of the experlmenc

7took?

: f during the exper1ment ; oo

'T?towards the end'of the experxment

; I d1d not take poxnts



e

9.- Do youneed the méney from this experiment?. = ..
- LI v ) . B "“‘:1..‘ - i . . e ]

-wb' yes -"*' SR

10. Uould yo consrder yoursﬁlf _kg 1?">‘,;;j;_;fe9 1P. i~fl~?ﬁf o
’f1nanc1a11x well off .:;'- R S T R -

b. ~f1nanc1a11y noderate oo T Ty s T
b v i o S .

6;5 flnshcaally poer ; lwf".-,,u-,‘ R

%
d. xn desperate need R noney

' 1 What 1s your financial sxtuathn? e e -;,ﬁ~:

-~
Y

.
e
L3
O-
Rl
LA,
"b
9’
£
el
o
5
-0
o
n.

‘j = well-off

2. “Jhat vere your regsons fdr tak1ng or not ta\lng from the subJect
you competed/agalnst? . R

66
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(- VIDEOTAPE SCRIPT =~




4 D o : _b‘v‘; . ‘. ,.- o e liggégv .
: féasfc Scr?eb F‘ Ihe v}eeotape'begfns withvthe.centedefate'seated‘
o .at a desk ln front of the button pressung machlne..
’~_Confederate is flnishlng the se)f esteem questuon-

"nalre when E- enters.v ’

E o ,: ."Have you flnlshed those questlonnalres?”
(€ refers to self esteem questlonnalres)
o yesn, |

(C glves questlonnavres té E)
_ E f ,‘/. ;“Thanks. I‘II now gnve you the lnstructlons for

"”‘the experlment” 5

IR

'.(E reads'thegfql}owfng”fnstructfons)7¥»g’w S :v €l.?

nln thas experlment we are concerned wuth peOpIe s
::behaV'Or in d'Ffefe"t tYPeS of Sltuations -'ln thns case,attﬁsn o

:5a competltlve sntuatnon. Three of you we ll call you SubJect»
oo - m:t )
B n,l SubJect 2 and SUbJeCt 3 have been randomly chosen to

'eh.7compete in th:s experlment and have ‘been - randolelaSSigned t°

'Qtthree separate r00ms., we want to avol_

any;dzrect lnter-iﬁ'is' :

.actnon between you so we Ve put you 3ach |n separatearbomS'
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”Before we getlétartéd' l'd like to ask you a Few 2

questions. We re !nterested in peoPIe's reasons for sngnlng

LY

'if‘up for these experlments, why some people - stgn up while ~‘,\ ..Q“f

\ o others don't. Dld 'you know you would be pald for tak:ng part w{ i,

o
‘.

’ ln this experlment?“

No;Néed Condition -
c '.   ‘ .J&NO_I didn't" . { :_: -:: »f 7 ”;QF:':_‘fiﬁ;L”

oo Lo ) e . 'l_'.“ R : .
Need Condztzon = ' ' : -
S0 'mw I dzdn't but I cOuZd sure use zt"' Lo
R ° . _— ‘ b
. £[1  - YCanhat were. your reasons for SIgn.ng up?"3 S ?‘\y-l'ﬂjk’_
.  :t”,§gr f'A' My ‘was Just curlous to see what/happens 'n these DA

N vexperlments“' ‘4'»’ “5:g  ;ﬂf,. fftjjﬁ f*’rf J_}:.' b

*“'ifﬁ,_l i : nokay, you hgve a chance to make some money oﬁsthe :p,:A -

{ ,compet|tive task Do you need the money?“

AU g

"ffl:No Need Conditton —T." 7

“:‘:ﬁ,!é;j;fQ::-ihifmb I real#y don’t need the money”

Mo Condivion =



-ﬁloften as you can for'fiveiminutes; Your' score will be
recOrded automatically on this oounter‘(E polnts'to counter
-
R N labelled “Own Score”) and your opponent s score’ W|ll show ‘on \'

“this counter (E pOlntS to counter labelled ”Opponent s

Score") Each polnt on elther counter correSponds to one

S

cent.. ln order to recelve the money on y0ur counter you

)

have to beat the person you re competlng agalqst. lf.you.,

1058, YOU'(} recelve nothlng” R :: - = \-;

e Hwhatls thlS switch for?"
(c points to SWltch labelled ”WOrk Alonenﬁ-ﬁ

above and “Take Other s MOney“ below)

" E ':ijI,- ”That sztch ls belng used for another experlmeht S
I thlnk it has somethlng to do wlth c00perat|on lf“that'

SWltch IS fllpped to the “Take Other H MOneYNIPOSItlon, (E

fllps the swltch to that p05ltlon) all your opponent s,-f'""”
':' ponnts are recorded on- your own c0unter n
C G Tt M see - but that's not part of this experiment:t

va

: T L L U S T L IR S
. E7oooo o "o, Do youshave any ather.questions?':

'7sjg “Okay.i This llght (E T
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camera focuSeSfon‘fhe panel only. After a short interval,
.the light‘comés on and C begins to press the button on the
panel).

.ADmshonest Condztzon .

(C contznues to press the. button fbr approxmmately '

two minutes, then flwps the. swztch to the M"Take

F
&

4 Other 8 Mbney" posztzon and . stops presszng the button

The pzcture cZearZy shows hzs counter contznue to
7\1ncrease whzZe hzs opponent s,counter.stops-tncreas;
'rk'i_g For the remaznder of the f%ve mznutes, C‘; 

contznues to flzp the swztch zntermzttently between

b

. the two posztzans);.;_ :  "‘.<

¢H§nest Condztioﬁ
,'"f“ (C contwnues.to press the button fbr'fhe enttre
. < _ v
five mmnutes) '5;f43 f °- '.;"j - B 'g'f.fé‘bf;
- (When the compétltloﬁ Is. over, Eﬁré;éhééfﬁ ihg;;éoﬁ){
f f?”~' “|;se§ you'ngén‘the?fi}st’co@bet?tjéﬁ§';C°5§?5t5‘3f5%3’~“
”f?ons' l'iI pay you a;égghé,hoaéy‘&duﬁvé_won:éfﬂthq“ ;‘
"ff  end oF the experlment” | s e
‘3v5 ,Conféderatg Competes Agaznst ReaZ Subgect ‘:  'f;;fi’1_;}jk1::;;

uYou've aZso been randomly seZected tO Compete agazn,ff»if~
."' \

thzs tzme agatnst Subaeet 1 The task‘ts emactly the

\

.‘”ﬂ e nght szZ come on when Lﬁ'&‘

tzme fbr you 7f3?

fto ‘ayv‘ :

.ﬁ m,i5to begzn.
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you the money you've won and give you a short

questionnaire 1'd like you to fill out."

. (E leqves the room and the videotape en’ds).. .
Real Subject Conrpetés against Subject 2
o MSubject 2 has been randomly vchoseﬁ f:o. co’mpetve‘
~ again, this time against _Subjé'ct 1. 1'd like you
: o Fill out this short questiommaire t:h'en_comq.‘out -
to the office so I can’pay you the fﬁonéy. oo
- (E gwes C-the _c'{uégi;ionridire" t'hejn‘iéa'z__)es" th‘é
“room and thé\f'vi.\dz_abfape ends).,

i/



R

~ APPENDEE C

ANALYS|S OF VARIANCE TABLES
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